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DETAILED ACTION 



1. 



This action is in response to the application filed 12/22/04. 



2. 



Claims 1 -40 have been examined. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 



4. Claims 1 - 4,6 - 14,16 - 23 & 27 - 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 

being anticipated by Brisson USPN 5,487,147. 

Regarding claim 1 , Brisson a method for revising a computer program, which 
comprises: 

providing a computer program written in a programming language in a computer; 

prescribing consistency, syntax, grammar, and lexical rules (5:17 - 30); 

searching the computer program initially for infringements of the prescribed 
consistency, syntax, grammar rules, and lexical rules (FIG.1, 120, see parse generator, 
for parsing (searching/locating)); 

for an infringement of a prescribed rule, calculating a plurality of feasible 
corrections in the computer program, and (5: 1 - 5, for feasible correction see "what is 
wrong; what would have been correct;", also see 8: 50 - 55 for locating and correcting 
error); and 

changing the computer program in accordance with a selected one of the 
feasible corrections (8:53 - 56, see corrects the error and revises (adjusts) current 
configuration). 



States. 
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Regarding claim 2, the method according to claim 1, which further comprises, for 
an infringement of a prescribed rule, calculating a plurality of possible corrections of the 
rule infringement in the computer program (9:3 - 10, see intelligent selection of one of 
them and recovery from error). 

Regarding claim 3, the method according to claim 2, which further comprises, for 
an infringement of a prescribed rule, automatically selecting a correction option 
from the plurality of correction options (9:3 - 10, see intelligent selection of one of them 
and recovery from error). 

Regarding claim 4, the method according to claim 2, which further comprises, for 
an infringement of a prescribed rule, interactively selecting a correction option 
from the plurality of correction options (3:47, also see 4:65 - 5:10). 

Regarding claim 6, the method according to claim 1 , which further comprises: 

searching the computer program for infringements of prescribed rules actually as 
the computer program is gradually input (8:50 - 55, see within input string); and 

automatically correcting a prescribed type of infringement before the inputting 
has been completed (9:3 - 10, see recovery from error for correcting) 

Regarding claim 7, computer program product version of claim 1 , see rationale 
as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 8, which recites similarly to claim 7 and is the computer program 
product stored on a medium suitable for computers, see claim 1 for reasoning. 

Regarding claim 9, programmed data medium version of claim 1 , see rationale 
as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 10, the system version of claim 1 , see rationale as previously 
discussed above. 

Regarding claim 11, which recites similarly to claim 10 and claim 1, see 
reasoning as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 12, which is the system version of claim 2, see rationale as 
previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 13, which is the system version of claim 3, see rationale as 
previously discussed above. 
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Regarding claim 14, which is the system version of claim 4, see rationale as 
previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 16, which is the system version of claim 6, see rationale as 
previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 17, a method for revising a computer program written in a 
programming language, which comprises: 

Providing a computer (2:5, see computer operating system); 

Analyzing with the computer, a computer program for infringements of prescribed 
consistency, syntax, grammar and lexical rules (5:18 - 35); and 

User-defining ignored infringements from the prescribed infringements, the user- 
defined ignored infringements being automatically ignored (5:60, see "if input is 
skipped or symbols are assumed", also note that input is provided by user, refer to 5:18 
- 20, for " input string 222 provided by the user..." ). 

Regarding claim 18, the method according to claim 17, which further comprises 
defining the ignored infringements by virtue of a categorical specification of the 
Infringement (9:40 - 50, see set of synchronizing symbols, also refer back to lines 10 - 
20, for skipping). 

Regarding claim 19, the method according to claim 17, which further comprises 
defining the ignored infringements by virtue of a generalized specification of the 
Infringement (9:40 - 50, see set of synchronizing symbols, also refer back to lines 10 - 
20, for skipping). 

Regarding claim 20, the method according to claim 17, which further comprises 
defining the ignored infringements by virtue of a hierarchical specification of the 
Infringement (1 1 :35 - 50, for hierarchical specifications see showing using tree like 
structures). 

Regarding claim 21 , the method according to claim 17, which further comprises 
defining the ignored infringements by indicating a declaration environment of the 
infringement (10:50-65, for declaration see "...defined earlier..."). 
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Regarding claim 22, the method according to claim 17, wherein ignored 
infringements are defined by specifying an area or context of a construct (9:10-15, for 
area see stack). 

Regarding claim 23, the method according to claim 17, wherein ignored 
infringements are defined by specifying regions of the source code of the computer 
program, the regions being defined by indicating: 

lines and columns (8:34 - 36, see line number and position); 

starting lines and ending lines and starting columns and ending columns (8:34 - 
36, see line number and position); 

nodes in a parsing/syntax tree (9: 33 - 37, see children and parent nodes); 

starting nodes and ending nodes in the parsing/syntax tree (9: 33 - 37, see 
children and parent nodes); and 

a path in the parsing/syntax tree(1 1 :35 - 40, see parse tree). 

Regarding claim 27, which discloses the computer program version of claim 17, 
see rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 28, which discloses the product version of claim 17, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 29, which discloses the program medium version of claim 17, 
see rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 30, which discloses the system version of claim 17, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 31 , which discloses similarly to claim 30 also see previously 
discussed claim above for reasoning. 

Regarding claim 32, which discloses the system version of claim 18, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 33, which discloses the system version of claim 19, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 34, which discloses the system version of claim 20, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 
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Regarding claim 35, which discloses the system version of claim 21, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 36, which discloses the system version of claim 22, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 37, which discloses the system version of claim 23, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 38, which discloses the system version of claim 24, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 39, which discloses the system version of claim 25, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 40, which discloses the system version of claim 26, see 
rationale as previously discussed above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 5,15 & 24 - 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Brisson USPN 5,487,147 in view of Saxe et al. USPN 6,343,376 B1. 

Regarding claim 5, Brisson discloses all the claimed limitations as applied in 
claim 1 above as well as searching the computer program for infringements of 
prescribed rules as it is gradually input (6:53 - 55, see locate error). Brison doesn't 
explicitly disclose graphically identifying the infringements before the end of input. 
However, Saxe discloses in 6:39-44, "...generating an initial graphical representation 
of the verification condition by generating a tree-like graph structure called an E- 
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graph...", also stating in (1:49 - 52) "The lack of user-friendly reporting has reduced 
the usability and attractiveness of conventional provers". Therefore, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine, Brison and Saxe because, analyzing the program graphically makes the 
program more visual and hence more user friendly. 

Regarding claim 15, which is the system version of claim 5, see rationale as 
previously discussed above. 

Regarding claim 24, Brisson discloses all the claimed limitations as applied in 
claim 17 above. Brisson doesn't explicitly disclose defining the ignored infringements 
by indicating a class of constructs. However, Saxe discloses equivalent classes in 
14:37 - 47, as well as ignoring for purpose of analysis and search for the specific set of 
search patterns over the specific portions. Therefore, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine, Brison 
and Saxe because, defining ignored infringements makes correcting and detecting 
infringements more dynamic and improves efficiency of the code. 

Regarding claim 25, the method according to claim 17, Saxe further discloses 
defining the ignored infringements by indicating a class of nodes (14:37-47). 

Regarding claim 26, the method according to claim 25, Saxe further discloses 

defining ignored infringements by indicating a class of nodes with sub-nodes (14:34, 

see subset). 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments of response dated 12/22/2004 with respect to amended 
claims 1 - 40 have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 
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As set forth above in claims Brisson still teaches, calculating a plurality of 
feasible corrections and changing the computer program in accordance with a selected 
one of the feasible corrections, see (5: 1 -5, 8:50 - 56). 

Conclusion 

8. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chuck Kendall whose telephone number is 571- 
2723698. The examiner can normally be reached on 10:00 am - 6:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tuan Dam can be reached on 571-2723695. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




CK 




